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CENTRAI. ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGAIORE BENCH

O.A. NO.1872/94

MONDAY THIS THE TWENTIETH DAY OF FEBRUARY 1995

Shri Justice Pp.X. Shyamsundar, Vice-Chairman

Shri T.V. Ramanan +«. Member [A]

K.L.P. Kundagol,

Aged about 60 years,

S/o I.N. Kundagol,
S.T.T.Lecturer [Retired],
Telecom Faculty,

No.80, Adhyapaknagar,

Hubli-580 032. .+« Applicant

(By Advocate Shri K.V. Suryanarayanaiah]

1. The Chief General Manager,
Telecom Training Centre,
Jabalpur-482 001.

2. Union of India by -

Secretary, Department of
Telecommunications,

New Delhi-1. -+. Respondents

[By Advocates Shri G. Shanthappa and
Shri Brian da Silva for the respondents]

ORDER

Shri Justice P.K. Shyamsundar, Vice-Chairman:

1. We had disposed of this application -a little
earlier by directing the Department to consider ang
dispose of the series of répresentations made by the
applicant at Annexures A-1 to A-4 requesting the de-

partment to step up his Pay on par with semsxxef his

N

"junior. who according to the applicant was enjoying

'azhigher pay.Little later in the day learned counsel Brian da Silva
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the above application on .the basis of a judgment ren-

dered by the Ernakulam Bench of this Tribunal while
disposing of O.A. No.342, 337 and 1134/93 decided
on 29.10.1993 which was subseguently referred to in
the Swamy's N=2ws in January”1994. The applicant says-
that he became aware of the fact that he was also
entitled for stepping up of pay on par with his junior
only in January'1994 after such a claim had been upheld
by a duly constituted Tribunal and, therefore, it
is he has filed this application before us. Inter
alia, he has also filed an application for condonation

of delay.

3. From the side of the department it is pointed
out that this is a very stale claim and the department
cannot countenance the plea by the applicant regarding
the factum of disparity or that he became aware of
such disparity for the first time only when the Ernaku-
lam Bench pronounced a judgment on this point. It
is pointed out that the Ernakulam Bench was not the
only court which had ¢ranted the benefit of stepping
up of pay to a sénior where the junior was in receipt
of higher pay because even earlier there were Jjudyg-
ments of the Hyderabad and Calcutta Benches of the
Tribunal in the cases of SMT. LALITHA AND OTHERS V.
UNION OF INDIA reported in [19292])7 ATC 569 and ANIL
CHANDRA DAS V. UNION OF INDIA ([1992]7 ATC 224 and
that the Ernakulam Bench had only followed the deci-
sions rendered earlier. In the circumstances the

department says that the applicant cannot make a bid
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with a belated d¢laim asking for higher pay scale that

too nearly three|years a?’

4, We think this point is well taken.
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Review

Applicant
KLP Kundagol
Advocate for Applicant

Dr MS Nanaraja

In the Central Administrative Tribunal
Bangalore Bench
Bangalore
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Ch.Gen.Manager, Telecom,Trg Centre,
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Respondent

Advocate for Respondent

Date

Office Notes Orders of Tribunal

—

'

PKS VC/TVR Ma
11th July 1995

ORDER
r Heard. No grounds.,
Rejected.

o \gf/,

e e

VICE-CHAIRMAN

| TRUE COPY

Oifficer
Central Administrarivs Tribunal
Bangalore Bench
Bangalore-



